This study uses data from the child and adult components of the 2001 Canadian Aboriginal Peoples Survey to examine what factors are related to speaking an Aboriginal language and how speaking an Aboriginal language is related to school outcomes. Even after controlling for child and family factors (age, sex, health status, household income, number of people living in the household, and living in an urban or rural area), speaking an Aboriginal language was associated with positive school outcomes for young children aged 6Á14 years old if they learned the language in school, but a lower likelihood of having completed high school for 20Á34-year olds. Possible reasons for this difference between child and adult results are discussed.
Aboriginal Peoples recognises that the revitalisation of traditional languages is a key component in the creation of healthy individuals and communities (Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples 1996). The percentage of people able to carry on a conversation in an Aboriginal language varies by Aboriginal group. According to the Census of Canada (Statistics Canada 2009 ), 69% of Inuit were able to converse in an Aboriginal language (in 2006) compared to 51% of First Nations people living on reserve, 12% of First Nations people living off reserve, and 4% of Métis. However, the use of Aboriginal languages is on the decline for all groups (Burnaby and Beaujot 1986) . The percentage of First Nations people living off reserve who were able to converse in an Aboriginal language decreased from 20% in 1996 to 12% in 2006 (Statistics Canada 1998 , 2009 ). On reserve, knowledge of an Aboriginal language also decreased from 56% in 1996 to 51% in 2006. For Métis people, 9% were able to converse in an Aboriginal language in 1996 compared to only 4% in 2006. As well, the percentage of Inuit able to converse in an Aboriginal language also decreased from 72% in 1996 to 69% in 2006. The rapidity with which the use of these languages is decreasing places Aboriginal languages in a unique category compared to other minority languages as their loss implies the extinction of those languages (Burnaby and Beaujot 1986) .
Until about the 1950s, schooling for Aboriginal children was mostly contracted to Christian groups; a later policy moved to integrate all Aboriginal children into provincial schools, or in remote areas, to establish federally run schools (Burnaby 2008) . Often the educational policies in these schools forced Aboriginal children to speak English or French in school, even to the extent of severe physical punishment for speaking an Aboriginal language (Burnaby 2008) . Since the 1960s, Aboriginal languages have been taught in some Aboriginal and provincial schools as subjects of instruction (Assembly of First Nations 1990; Kirkness and Sheena 1992) , although the distribution and number of Aboriginal language programs in Canada is unknown and there is much variability by Aboriginal group. Different Aboriginal groups in Canada (Inuit, First Nation on and off reserve, and Métis) tend to be served by different types of schools. Off-reserve First Nations children attend provincial schools that largely have policies in place for teaching Aboriginal children but not for teaching Aboriginal language per se. First Nations children on reserve go to band-controlled schools or have tuition agreements with provincial schools that may or may not support high quality Aboriginal language teaching. While the Inuit are largely concentrated in Nunavut, Nunatsiavut, and the North West Territories, all of these areas have policies concerning Inuktitut as a subject or medium of instruction as do children in the James Bay Cree region. In addition, many leave their home communities to attend high school. For example, in 1975 , the Katavik School Board was created in Nunavik in northern Quebec providing an Aboriginal language as the language of instruction in the first three years of school (Kativik School Board 2010) . The Mohawk on the Kahnawake reserve opened the first First Nations language immersion program in Canada in 1979, serving children from preschool to Grade 6 (Ball 2007) . Language programmes have also been developed in First Nations communities in British Columbia. In 2009/2010, 8% of band-operated schools in British Columbia had First Nations language immersion programs (First Nations Schools Association 2010). The Aboriginal Peoples Survey found that in 2001, 36% of children under 15 who could understand or speak an Aboriginal language received some help from their schoolteachers in learning their Aboriginal language (Statistics Canada 2003a) . This rate was highest in Northern Canada, where over half (55%) of children who could understand or speak an Aboriginal language received help from their teachers.
More recently, the Government of Canada has recognised the importance of Aboriginal languages and cultures. The 2002 Speech from the Throne (a speech that officially opens every new session of parliament in Canada and sets out the broad goals and directions of the government and the initiatives it will undertake to accomplish those goals; Government of Canada 2010) made a commitment to help preserve, revitalise, and promote First Nations, Inuit and Métis languages and cultures (Government of Canada 2002) . As a result of this commitment, Heritage Canada (a department of the Canadian Federal Government) established an Aboriginal Languages and Cultures Centre as well as a Task Force on Aboriginal Languages and Cultures (2005) . As well, many provincial governments have made a commitment to Aboriginal languages. In February 1997, Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, the Northwest Territories, and the Yukon Territory signed a memorandum agreeing to pool resources to develop an Aboriginal Languages Framework (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth 2007a) . The provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan have produced documents focusing on the education policy of Aboriginal students; both documents include a focus on Aboriginal language curriculum (Saskatchewan Education, Training and Employment 2003; Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth 2007b) .
Aboriginal immersion programs in Canada
Although several Aboriginal immersion programs exist in Canada, research on these programs is limited. In Nunavik in Northern Quebec, research has shown that Inuit language programs had some positive impacts on children's academic outcomes and self-esteem. Louis and Taylor (2001) demonstrated that a strong foundation in an Aboriginal language in the last year of an elementary school Aboriginal language education program was the best predictor of success in the subsequent year of education in English or French. Wright and Taylor (1995) found that kindergarten instruction in an Aboriginal language was associated with increases in personal selfesteem at the end of the year, whereas kindergarten instruction in English or French had no such benefit for Aboriginal children.
As stated above, the Mohawk on the Kahnawake reserve started a First Nations language immersion program in 1979. This program has had a number of positive effects for students (Task Force on Aboriginal Languages and Cultures 2005). More than 85% of the immersion students passed either the Grade 10 or Grade 12 literacy test or courses (in English or French); however, the percentage of non-immersion students who passed similar tests was not reported. Bell et al. (2004) and Fulford et al. (2007) conducted case studies of 20 successful Aboriginal schools across Canada. The schools were selected based on quantitative data on outcomes such as graduation rates, satisfaction surveys, and provincial examination results, as well as a nomination process from knowledgeable informants such as the Departments of Education, school districts, and First Nations groups. Language and cultural programs were present in every school profiled, and each school offered instruction in the Aboriginal language of the community (Phillips and Raham 2008) . Although English was the dominant language used in the majority of schools, most used the local language to exchange greetings, for ceremonial purposes, and to supplement instruction. These case studies suggest that language and cultural programs may be an important factor contributing to successful Aboriginal schools. Other common factors at these schools included leadership effectiveness and a school climate of trust and high standards.
However, not all studies of Aboriginal immersion programs have yielded positive results. The Cree School Board in Eastern Quebec instituted the Cree Language of Instruction Program in 1991, where Cree was the primary language of instruction from kindergarten to Grade 2/3, followed by instruction in English or French. Although several reports of this program were positive (Stiles 1997; Bell et al. 2004) , others have been critical. The language program was assessed as part of an Educational Review conducted in (Cree School Board 2008 . Canadian Achievement Test results (a standardised test with criterion-based norms) from 2003/ 2004 to 2006/2007 showed that less than half of students were reaching expected competencies in reading, language, and mathematics in Grades 6 and 9 Á percentages ranged from 16% meeting expected competencies on the Grade 6 French test to 47% on the Grade 9 English test. These negative results are largely based on standardised test outcomes that may not be the most appropriate assessments for Aboriginal children. Quantitative self-reported outcomes by parents, teachers, and principals suggested more positive outcomes including significant decreases in the drop out rate (Bell et al. 2004; Feurer 1993; Stiles 1997) . Based on these test results as well as interviews with teachers and students, the authors concluded that the program, 'has done a poor job in teaching Cree as a language, and has completely failed to provide a language of instruction for curricular learning. An entire generation of students has passed through the current regime and they are failing in record numbers ' (Cree School Board 2008, 97) . The authors report a range of reasons for the difficulties of the program including under-qualified teachers and a lack of programming for the transition from instruction in Cree to instruction in English or French. The school board review also describes many other challenges faced by the schools of the Cree School Board, including poor student attendance, high teacher absenteeism with unqualified substitution, inadequate classroom facilities, problems with teacher quality, and inadequate instructional materials. Separating the effects of the language program on student outcomes from the other difficulties faced by the school board is difficult. In addition, there was no comparison group included in the study, for example, a group of Cree students who did not receive instruction in the Cree language.
International Aboriginal immersion programs
Internationally, there are examples of language programs in indigenous communities that have shown positive results including positive associations with academic outcomes. In New Zealand, Maori immersion programs in state-funded schools were established in the 1980s (Harrison 1998) . High school students at Maori-medium schools (where Maori language made up at least 12% of teaching and learning) were more likely to meet both the literacy and numeracy requirements of the National Certificate of Educational Achievement (83%) than Maori candidates in other schools (66%; Ministry of Education 2008). In New Zealand for the same year, 82% of non-Maori students met both the literacy and numeracy requirements. Thus, Maori students educated in Maori immersion programs in state-funded schools had similar rates of literacy and numeracy achievement as non-Maori students and fared better than Maori students in non-immersion programs. Moreover, Maori students in immersion schools had lower suspension rates compared to Maori students in non-immersion schools (6% vs. 17% of students).
The Navajo Nation in the southwestern United States offers Navajo immersion programs to its students. The immersion program began in 1986 and currently offers full immersion in kindergarten and Grade 1, which is decreased by 10% each year from 90% Navajo in Grade 2 to 50% in Grade 6 (Romero-Little and McCarty 2006). In 2004, third grade immersion students were performing similar to or better than non-immersion third graders on standardised Math and English assessments. For Math, 68% of Navajo immersion students were meeting or exceeding state standards on Arizona's Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) compared to 15% of Navajo students in the mainstream English program (Romero-Little and McCarty 2006) . Immersion students also performed better on English writing with 55% meeting or exceeding state standards compared to 15% of mainstream English students. There was no difference between immersion and English students for English reading, 36% of immersion students meeting of exceeding state standards compared to 37% of mainstream English students.
Overall, Aboriginal immersion programs appear to be associated with positive school outcomes both in Canada and internationally, although the majority of research has been conducted with individual programs and relatively small groups of students. As well, few studies have been able to control for child and family demographic factors such as family income.
Method

Study overview
The current study expands on existing research examining the relationship between Aboriginal language instruction and school outcomes. An advantage of the present study is the use of Canadian national data including First Nations on and off reserve as well as Inuit and including a wider range of children and adults focusing on two groups, children aged 6Á14 and adults aged 20Á34. Since preliminary analyses reported few Métis speaking an Aboriginal language (6% of adults and 3% of children in our sample), this study focuses on Inuit and First Nations peoples.
The context for learning an Aboriginal language is different for Inuit children and for First Nations children living on and off reserve as they are served by different types of school (Kirkness and Sheena 1992) . For Inuit, the majority of adults speak the language, and children are more likely to arrive at school speaking Inuktitut as their first language (Statistics Canada 2009; Tait, Cloutier, and Bougie 2010) . However, the challenges for children speaking an Aboriginal language when starting school differ from the challenges for children who already speak English or French (Wright, Taylor, and Macarthur 2000) . Research suggests that children do better when preschool, kindergarten, and primary school are provided in the same language as they have been learning at home (Wright, Taylor, and Macarthur 2000) . In contrast to Inuit children, although some First Nations children may start school speaking a language other than French or English, the majority of First Nations children do not speak an Aboriginal language at school entry (Statistics Canada 2009; Bougie, Tait, and Cloutier 2010) . First Nations children are more likely than Inuit children to be learning an Aboriginal language as a second language when they learn it in school (Norris 2007) . Furthermore, First Nations students living on reserve may have more opportunity to be exposed to First Nations language and culture compared to First Nations children living off reserve, as a higher percentage of people living on reserve speak an Aboriginal language (Statistics Canada 2009). For these reasons, learning an Aboriginal language in school may have more positive benefits for Inuit children and on-reserve First Nations children who are more likely to speak an Aboriginal language when they start school.
Inclusion of both children and adults in the study is important for a number of reasons. Different outcomes are available for children and adults on the Aboriginal Peoples Survey. For children, parents answer questions about how well the child is doing in school, whether the child likes school, and whether the child has repeated a grade or been suspended or expelled from school. For adults, the outcomes of high school completion and post-secondary education completion are both included in the study. Also, although assessment of child outcomes provides a more recent assessment of Canadian schools (data from 2001), the assessment of adult outcomes provides more information on the long-term outcomes of speaking an Aboriginal language and of learning it in school (i.e. Is learning an Aboriginal language at school associated with adult educational outcomes 10Á20 years after learning the language in school?).
This study uses both the child and adult components of the 2001 Both the Adult and Child Components of the APS were used in this study. The adult component was completed by adults (self-reported) aged 15 years and older and was limited to respondents aged 20Á34 years for this study. This age group was selected as one of our outcomes of interest was high school completion, so we selected a group that was likely to have finished high school, but finished high school relatively recently. The child component was given to children aged 0Á14 years and was limited to 6Á14-year olds in the present study. The sample included children aged six and older because of the focus on school outcomes that were only asked of this age group. Interviews for the children's questionnaire were conducted with the 'person most knowledgeable' (PMK) about the child. In 82% of cases, the PMK was the birth parent (mother or father). In other instances, the PMK was a grandparent (6%), or an aunt or uncle (3%). For simplicity, the PMK will be referred to as 'parent' in this study. In most cases, the interviews were conducted face-to-face using paper and pencil questionnaires.
Definitions of variables Aboriginal identity group
Respondents were asked, 'Is your child/Are you an Aboriginal person, that is, North American Indian, Métis, or Inuit?' Both the Inuit sample in the APS and the First Nations off-reserve sample are representative of those groups nationally. However, due to cost restraints, the APS sampling strategy for the First Nations on-reserve population only focused on the larger reserves in each province (Statistics Canada 2003b) . As a result, the information collected for the First Nations on-reserve sample was not designed to be representative of the entire on-reserve population 1 (see Appendix 1 for a list of all communities included in the survey). About one-third of the on-reserve identity population is represented for British Columbia, New Brunswick, Ontario, and Quebec; about half to three-quarters of the on-reserve population is represented for the other provinces. This should be taken into consideration when interpreting results for the First Nations on-reserve population.
Knowledge of an Aboriginal language
The adult component of the 2001 APS asked respondents if they could speak or understand an Aboriginal language. The child component asked parents if their child could speak or understand an Aboriginal language. The survey also asked respondents how well they (or their child) spoke their primary Aboriginal language. For this study, respondents who spoke their language with effort, relatively well, or very well were considered as speaking an Aboriginal language. Respondents who spoke only a few words, or who responded that they did not speak or understand an Aboriginal language were considered as not speaking an Aboriginal language. A similar measure (ability to converse in an Aboriginal language) has been used by the Census of Canada (Statistics Canada 2009) .
Taught an Aboriginal language in school
In the child component, parents were asked who helps the child in learning his or her Aboriginal language. Children with parents who responded that his or her schoolteachers helped the child learn the language were categorised as being taught an Aboriginal language in school. This question was a multiple-response question, meaning that parents could answer that more than one person or group of people helped their child learn an Aboriginal language. For this study, parents who responded 'schoolteachers' only and those who responded 'schoolteachers' in conjunction with other individuals were included in the group of children categorised as being taught an Aboriginal language in school.
In the adult component, respondents were asked retrospectively if any of their teachers or teachers' aides taught them in an Aboriginal language, and if they were taught an Aboriginal language while attending elementary or high school. If the respondent answered yes to either of these questions then they were categorised as being taught an Aboriginal language in school. Each question was included in order to match the broader definition of being taught an Aboriginal language in school used for the child component. The majority of respondents (93% of Inuit, 76% of onreserve First Nations, and 65% of off-reserve First Nations) who were categorised as being taught an Aboriginal language responded yes to both questions.
2
Success in the formal education system: outcomes from the child component Did well in school. Students whose parents said they did well or very well in school were categorised as 'did well in school' compared to students whose parents said they did average, poorly, or very poorly in school. Approximately 69% of Inuit children were categorised as doing well in school, along with 65% of First Nations children on selected reserves and 64% of First Nations children off reserve.
Looked forward to going to school. Students whose parents said they looked forward to going to school almost always were categorised as 'looked forward to going to school' compared to students whose parents said they looked forward to going to school sometimes, rarely, or almost never. About 79% of Inuit children and 80% each of First Nations children on selected reserves and off reserve looked forward to going to school.
Repeated a grade.
3 Children whose parents said their child had repeated a grade were compared to children whose parents said their child had never repeated a grade. Parents reported that 19% of Inuit children, 24% of First Nations children on selected reserves, and 14% of First Nations children off reserve had repeated a grade.
Suspended or expelled from school. Children whose parents said their child had been suspended or expelled from school were compared to children whose parents said their child had never been suspended or expelled from school. Approximately 13% of Inuit children, 15% of FN children on selected reserves, and 16% of FN children off reserve had been suspended or expelled from school.
Success in the formal education system: adult component Completed high school. Completing high school included both graduating from high school and successfully completing a high school equivalency program (as reported by the respondent). About 34% of Inuit, 42% of First Nations living on selected reserves, and 66% of First Nations living off reserve had completed high school.
Completed post-secondary education (PSE). For adults who had graduated from high school, PSE completion included a certificate, diploma, or degree at a trade school, non-university institution (community college, CEGEP, technical institute), or university (as reported by the respondent). Of adults who had completed high school, about 33% of Inuit, 26% of First Nations living on selected reserve, and 34% of First Nations living off reserve had completed PSE.
Analysis
Descriptive analyses (percentages) were used to describe the characteristics of Aboriginal language speakers, who helps children learn an Aboriginal language, and where adults use their Aboriginal language. Differences between the characteristics of non-language speakers and language speakers were assessed with t-tests. Multiple logistic regression was used to examine the association of knowledge of an Aboriginal language, having been taught an Aboriginal language in school, and school outcomes. All models controlled for gender (male, female), age (6Á8, 9Á11, 12Á14), health status (excellent/very good vs. good/fair/poor), household income (lowest, middle, high computed for each group, Inuit, First Nations on and First Nations off reserve separately), number of people living in the household (2Á4, 5Á6, 7'), and living in an urban or rural area. These socio-demographic variables are associated both with speaking an Aboriginal language and with school outcomes (Bougie 2009; Thomas 2009 ). For the descriptive analyses, certain categories were grouped together based on sample size considerations. Analyses were all weighted in order to be nationally representative, except for First Nations on selected reserves that were weighted to represent the sampled reserves. 4 The bootstrap method was used to account for the complex sampling design used by the survey (Rao, Wu, and Yue 1992; Rust and Rao 1996) .
Results
Who speaks an Aboriginal language?
In our sample of children aged 6Á14, there was much variability in speaking an Aboriginal language between Aboriginal groups. The majority of Inuit (63%) but fewer First Nations children on selected reserves (38%), and even fewer First Nations children off reserve (11%) spoke an Aboriginal language. Among adults aged 20Á34, the majority of Inuit adults (72%), as well as First Nations adults on selected reserves (61%) spoke an Aboriginal language, with only a minority of First Nations adults living off reserve (18%) speaking an Aboriginal language. The trends across groups are consistent with results from the Census of Canada (Statistics Canada 2009 ).
Compared to Inuit children who did not speak an Aboriginal language, Inuit children who spoke an Aboriginal language were more likely to be in good, fair, or poor health; be living in large households (seven or more people); and to have parents who thought that learning an Aboriginal language was very important (91% vs. 40%; Table 1 ). Compared to First Nations children living on reserve who did not speak an Aboriginal language, First Nations children living on selected reserves who spoke an Aboriginal language were more likely to be living in large households, more likely to be in the highest income tertile, and more likely to have parents who thought that learning an Aboriginal language was very important. Compared to First Nations children living off reserve who did not speak and Aboriginal language, First Nations children living off reserve who spoke an Aboriginal language were less likely to be in the highest income tertile, more likely to be living in large households, to be living in rural areas, and to have parents who thought that learning an Aboriginal language was very important.
Compared to Inuit adults who did not speak an Aboriginal language, those who spoke an Aboriginal language were more likely to live in large households (7' people; Table 2 ). Inuit adults who spoke and those who did and did not speak an Aboriginal language were of similar age, gender, income group, and health status. Compared to First Nations on selected reserves who did not speak an Aboriginal language, adults who spoke an Aboriginal language were more likely to be older, living in large households (with seven or more people), in excellent or very good health, and living in a rural area. First Nations living off reserve who spoke an Aboriginal language were more likely to be living in a rural area, and more likely to live in large households (7' people), than First Nations living off reserve who did not speak an Aboriginal language. 
Who helped children learn an Aboriginal language?
Parents were the most likely to help Aboriginal children learn an Aboriginal language. Of children who spoke an Aboriginal language, 87% of Inuit parents helped their child learn the language, compared to 80% of First Nations parents on selected reserves and 69% of First Nations parents off reserve. A high percentage of schoolteachers also helped children learn an Aboriginal language, particularly for Inuit children. Schoolteachers were more likely to help Inuit children who spoke an Aboriginal language learn their language (67%) compared to 58% of First Nations children on selected reserves and 46% of First Nations children off reserve. However, grandparents, aunts/uncles, and community elders were more likely to help First Nations children (both on selected reserves and off reserve) learn their Aboriginal language compared to Inuit children. Other relatives, friends, and the community were equally reported for all three groups.
Where do adults use their Aboriginal language?
Inuit adults who spoke an Aboriginal language were more likely to have an Aboriginal language as their first language (92%) compared to First Nations adults on selected reserves (77%) and First Nations adults off reserve (59%) who spoke an Aboriginal language (Table 2) . Inuit were more likely to use their Aboriginal language at home, work, school, and other places compared to First Nations living on selected reserves; both Aboriginal groups were more likely to use their language at these places compared to First Nations living off reserve. Almost three-quarters of Inuit adults used their Aboriginal language at home, compared to 57% of First Nations on selected reserves and 36% of First Nations living off reserve. Almost half (48%) of Inuit adults who spoke an Aboriginal language also used the language at work, compared to 38% of First Nations living on selected reserves, and 16% of First Nations living off reserve. Lastly, more Inuit used their language in places other than home, school, or work (67%) compared to First Nations living on selected reserves (49%), and First Nations living off reserve (29%).
How does knowledge of an Aboriginal language relate to children's school outcomes?
Logistic regression was used to examine how knowledge of an Aboriginal language was associated with children's school outcomes. Children who did not speak an Aboriginal language were compared to two different groups of children: (1) children who spoke an Aboriginal language but did not receive help learning their language from their schoolteachers and (2) children who spoke an Aboriginal language and received help learning their language from their schoolteachers.
Among Inuit children, children who spoke an Aboriginal language and were helped by their schoolteachers were more likely to be doing well in school as compared to Inuit children who did not speak an Aboriginal language (Table 3 and Figure 1 ). Inuit children who spoke an Aboriginal language but did not receive help learning it at school were also more likely to be doing well at school compared to those children who did not speak an Aboriginal language but this difference was not statistically significant. The two groups of Inuit children who spoke an Aboriginal language (namely those who were and were not helped to learn the language by their schoolteachers) did not significantly differ from children who did not speak an Aboriginal language in looking forward to going to school, repeating a grade, or having been suspended or expelled. However, there was a non-significant trend for Inuit Aboriginal language speaking children to be more likely to repeat a grade, and less likely to be suspended or expelled from school, regardless of whether or not they were helped to learn an Aboriginal language in school. These analyses controlled for gender, age, health status, household income, number of people living in the household, and living in an urban or rural area. For First Nations children living on reserve, children who spoke an Aboriginal language, both those who were and were not helped to learn an Aboriginal language by their schoolteachers, were more likely to be doing well in school than First Nations children on reserve who did not speak an Aboriginal language. However, First Nations children on reserve who spoke an Aboriginal language but were not helped to learn the language by their schoolteachers were less likely to look forward to going to school than First Nations children on reserve who did not speak an Aboriginal language. Children who spoke an Aboriginal language, regardless of assistance in Aboriginal language in school, were no different from children who did not speak an Aboriginal language in terms of repeating a grade or to having been suspended or expelled.
Among First Nations children living off reserve, those who spoke an Aboriginal language but were not helped with the language by their schoolteachers were less likely to look forward to going to school compared to those who did not speak an Aboriginal language. The two groups of children who spoke an Aboriginal language (both those who were and were not helped with the language by their schoolteachers) did not differ from children who did not speak an Aboriginal language in doing well in school, having repeated a grade, or having been suspended or expelled. However, First Nations children living off reserve who spoke an Aboriginal language showed a trend to be more likely to be suspended or expelled from schools, regardless of being helped to learn the language at school or not.
How does knowledge of an Aboriginal language relate to adult school outcomes?
Inuit adults who spoke an Aboriginal language, both those who were and were not taught the language at school, were less likely to have completed high school (Table 4) than Inuit adults who did not speak an Aboriginal language. However, for Inuit who had successfully graduated from high school, speaking an Aboriginal language (whether learned in school or not) was not associated with the likelihood of completing post-secondary school. These associations were over and above child and family factors.
Similarly, for First Nations adults living on selected reserves, those who spoke an Aboriginal language were less likely to have completed high school than those who did not speak an Aboriginal language. This was true for both First Nations adults who were and were not taught the language in school, although on-reserve FN adults who had been taught the language in school were more likely to have completed high school than those adults who had not learned the language in school. However, of adults who had graduated from high school, those who spoke an Aboriginal language were no less likely to have completed post-secondary levels of schooling than adults who did not speak an Aboriginal language.
For First Nations adults living off reserve, those who spoke an Aboriginal language but were not taught the language in school were less likely to have completed high school, as compared to those who did not speak an Aboriginal language. However, similar to Inuit adults and First Nations adults living on selected reserves, if they had graduated high school, speaking an Aboriginal language was not negatively associated with completing post-secondary school compared to those not speaking an Aboriginal language.
Discussion
One of the intriguing findings of the current study is that even after controlling for child and family factors, speaking an Aboriginal language was associated with positive school outcomes for young children. As well, for adults who had completed high school, those who spoke an Aboriginal language were no less likely to have completed post-secondary levels of schooling than adults who did not speak an Aboriginal language. To our knowledge, this study is the first to report positive associations of speaking an Aboriginal language with school outcomes using population-based data.
This study also demonstrates that there is much variability among Aboriginal groups of children and adults who speak an Aboriginal language. Aboriginal language was most frequently spoken by Inuit and less so by First Nations peoples, particularly those living off reserve. This finding was consistent for both children and adults. Moreover, the majority of Inuit adults who spoke an Aboriginal language reported having it as their first language and using it both at home and at work more frequently than First Nations peoples. Furthermore, fewer children than adults living on selected First Nations reserves spoke an Aboriginal language, consistent with data from the Census of Canada (Statistics Canada 2009) suggesting a decline in the Results significant at pB0.05% are in bold. All models control for age, gender, health status, income, and number of people in the household. Models for First Nations also control for living in an urban or rural area.
use of Aboriginal languages for First Nations people, yet as we have described, these groups are served by different schools. For all Aboriginal groups considered in this study, the importance that parents placed on learning an Aboriginal language was consistently related to the child's knowledge of an Aboriginal language and not surprisingly, parents were most often the ones who helped teach the language to their children. Other factors related to knowledge of an Aboriginal language included household income. Increased household income was related to children's knowledge of an Aboriginal language for First Nations children on selected reserves. However, low income was related to children's knowledge of an Aboriginal language for First Nations children living off reserve. Moreover, the pattern of results was similar for adults. This pattern could suggest differences in the on-and off-reserve environments contributing to knowledge of Aboriginal language as well as the value of knowledge of an Aboriginal language in these different contexts. It may also reflect other cultural and community differences. Unfortunately these were not specifically examined in the current study and warrant replication and further exploration. Furthermore, there was no interaction of income and Aboriginal language on educational outcomes, suggesting that the association of learning an Aboriginal language with school outcomes was the same across all income groups.
For Inuit children, those who spoke and were helped to learn an Aboriginal language in school were more likely to be doing well in school compared to Inuit children who did not speak an Aboriginal language. Those who spoke an Aboriginal language but did not have help in school were also more likely to do well and look forward to going to school but this difference was not statistically significant. This may suggest that for Inuit children, speaking an Aboriginal language is the most important feature, although the Inuit are also most likely of all the three groups to speak an Aboriginal language (63% of children, 73% of adults) to be taught by parents (87%) and to have help with it at school (67%). Similarly, First Nations children living on selected reserves who spoke an Aboriginal language (learned in or out of school) were more likely to be rated as doing well in school compared to First Nations children who did not speak an Aboriginal language. A trend did exist for First Nations children, both on and off reserve who were helped to learn the language at school to look forward to going to school (although this effect did not reach statistical significance). However, for First Nations children both on selected reserves and off reserve, and those children who spoke an Aboriginal language but did not have help with the language from their schoolteachers were less likely to look forward to going to school. These effects were over and above the effects of gender, age, health status, household income, number of people living in the household, and living in an urban or rural area. These results may suggest positive and possibly protective effects of speaking an Aboriginal language on school outcomes and the importance of the supportive environment where teachers help children learn an Aboriginal language in the school setting.
An interesting pattern of results, although not significant, warrants discussion. Inuit children who spoke an Aboriginal language (those helped by teachers in school and not) were less likely to be expelled or suspended from school. Whereas First Nations children living off reserve who spoke an Aboriginal language (regardless of being helped at school) were more likely to be suspended or expelled. These associations occurred over and above family socio-demographic factors. Possible explanations may include differences in living environments for Inuit children surrounded by other Aboriginal speakers versus First Nations children living off reserve who may be exposed only to few Aboriginal speakers in their communities. In addition, Inuit and First Nations children on and off reserve are served by different school boards that may also have a different impact on their outcomes.
The association of knowledge of an Aboriginal language with school outcomes differed for the adult cohort in this study. Adults who spoke an Aboriginal language were less likely to have completed high school than those who did not speak an Aboriginal language, whether they were taught the language in school or not. The high school graduation rates for adults who spoke an Aboriginal language were significantly lower than the rates for adults who did not speak an Aboriginal language and this pattern was consistent for Inuit as well as First Nations adults living both on and off reserves. This result appears inconsistent with the finding that young children who spoke an Aboriginal language were rated as doing better in school. One possible explanation is that differences could exist between the cohorts of children and adults in the sample and speaking an Aboriginal language could have different benefits for the child and adult cohorts.
One possibility is that children who speak an Aboriginal language do well in elementary school and then experience a shift in outcomes upon entering high school. Bougie, Wright, and Taylor (2003) showed that as children shift from being taught solely in an Aboriginal language to being taught solely in English or French, they experience a decrease in self-esteem. It is possible that when children who speak an Aboriginal language enter high school they experience more difficulties and disengagement from school than children who do not speak an Aboriginal language, possibly because children who do not speak an Aboriginal language likely speak English or French and may already be acclimated to non-Aboriginal languages and culture. In addition, if the switch to English or French as a language of instruction occurs before the child has acquired a strong foundation in their native Aboriginal language, negative effects on self-esteem and language and school outcomes may be observed, which may then set the stage for future negative outcomes such as high school dropout. Another possibility particularly for Aboriginal children living on reserve or small and remote communities is that they frequently attend high school outside of their community. One way to investigate how Aboriginal children's school experiences affect them as they age is to study a group of children over time, for example following a cohort of Aboriginal children from childhood to adulthood to observe if a shift in educational outcomes occurs at a certain point for children who speak an Aboriginal language and also to investigate the processes and factors that may be associated with such changes. Unfortunately, to our knowledge, data in this area is lacking.
Furthermore, it is possible that the relationship between language and educational outcomes varies by geographic region. For example, young Inuit adults who do not speak an Aboriginal language may be more likely to live in Southern urban centres than in northern Inuit communities. Differences in later educational opportunities, as well as the differential opportunities associated with higher levels of education in terms of employment could be due to differences between these two areas. Geographic differences are also associated with educational outcomes and educational funding variability that differ by province (Canadian Council on Learning 2007), which could lead to geographic differences in Aboriginal peoples school outcomes. Unfortunately, the sample size was not large enough to examine the relationship between language and educational outcomes by geographical region in the present study.
Although the large population-based data source is a strength of the current study, the limitations of the existing survey data need to be discussed. While the APS asks about whether or not a student was helped to learn an Aboriginal language in school, it is not known the extent to which the Aboriginal language was used or taught in school. It is possible that more or less time spent in formal language instruction or the amount of time spent learning an Aboriginal language could have different effects on educational outcomes. As we have discussed, continuity and discontinuity in Aboriginal language instruction over time and in various school contexts may also be important. Moreover, children taught an Aboriginal language by an Aboriginal teacher may share cultural values and experiences with the teacher, further enhancing the educational process but also providing more appropriate learning experiences, tools, and assessments resulting in better academic outcomes. The wording of the language instruction items were not worded in a similar way for the child and adult questionnaires. For example, the child survey asked if 'schoolteachers helped the child learn the language', possibly implying direct instructions. The adult survey asked if any of the teachers taught them in an Aboriginal language, whereas Aboriginal language was the medium of instruction. The differences in wording leave open the possibility that different criteria determined answers and that these two constructs are not necessarily identical for children and for adults in this study.
In addition, although all of the children's outcomes were parent-reported, the positive impact of knowledge of an Aboriginal language had the largest impact on certain outcomes. The most positive impacts were observed for the outcomes that may be considered the most subjective (doing well in school, looking forward to going to school). However, positive finding presented in the area of achievement and motivation has been reported by others (Kirkness and Sheena 1992) and inherent biases based on parent reports, if present, would not have differentially influenced one group compared to another. Arguably, grade repetition and school suspension or expulsion are more 'objective' outcomes (although parent-reported in the present study), and while the direction of effects was similar, significant differences between children who did and did not speak an Aboriginal language did not emerge. As we have shown, knowledge of an Aboriginal language was related to parents valuing the importance of speaking an Aboriginal language. Thus, this association may be based on parents' perceptions. In contrast, the adult outcomes, although also self-reported, were based only on the more 'objective' outcome of high school and post-secondary completion, and perhaps less amenable to subjective interpretations. This could be another reason for the difference in outcomes between children and adults in this study. Additional outcome measures such as direct measures, standardised tests, teacher reports and/or administrative data may be more 'objective' measures of how Aboriginal language knowledge influences school outcomes, yet often the cultural relevance of such measures is questionable (Greenfield 1997) . Lastly, this study uses cross-sectional data from one point in time. While several time points of crosssectional data would be informative, following children longitudinally and acquiring both quantitative data on outcomes as well as qualitative data on education experiences would greatly enhance our understanding of how Aboriginal language ability influences both children's and adult's educational outcomes.
Limitations and future studies
Several limitations have been discussed including the cross-sectional nature of the study, differences in wording for the child and adult questionnaires, the lack of information on the extent and quality of Aboriginal language instruction, training of instructors, the parent-reported outcomes, and the lack of sufficient sample to look at regional and other differences (for example, the subgroup of those whose first language was an Aboriginal one yet do not speak an Aboriginal language). Future research could examine whether the quality, timing, or amount of language instruction makes a difference for academic outcomes.
Conclusion
This study has implications for educators, school boards, policy-makers, and researchers interested in the education of Aboriginal children and youth. Although the knowledge and use of Aboriginal languages is declining, particularly for children, this study demonstrates that parental influence is important and that being taught in an Aboriginal language may have positive school outcomes for children who speak an Aboriginal language. Implications include the need for additional quantitative as well as qualitative data in this area to gain a better understanding of the processes involved as well as longitudinal data to examine effects and changes over time.
Notes
1. Caution should be exercised in generalising the characteristics of the reserves that participated in APS to the entire on-reserve population in Canada. The sample selection of reserve communities for APS was not designed to be representative of the entire onreserve population. There was no randomness in the selection process of the reserves and no randomness in the reserves that refused to participate. As a result, any aggregation of APS reserve data is only representative of the reserves that participated in APS, and cannot be considered representative of the total on-reserve population. However, the data is representative at the community level for each reserve community that was selected and participated in APS. The sampling strategy for APS that focused on the large reserve communities covered 44% of the entire on-reserve population. In an attempt to evaluate how comparable the data collected on the APS-selected reserves are to the entire onreserve population, a small study was carried out. Socio-economic characteristics of reserves that participated in the 2001 APS were compared to the same characteristics of the total reserve population from the 2001 Census. The variables used in the comparison were as follows: sex, age (five-year age groups), highest level of schooling, labour force activity, mobility status (one year), mother tongue, and housing. While the differences in distributions were relatively small for most of the characteristics measured with the exception of the mother tongue variable, this does not mean that differences would not be observed for other characteristics. Equally, it does not cover all characteristics measured in APS Á such as information about Aboriginal culture and health. 2. For First Nations both on and off reserve, there was no difference in outcomes for adults who responded yes to only one or to both questions. For Inuit, the sample size for respondents who answered yes to only one of the questions was too small to assess whether there was a difference in outcomes for adults who responded yes to one or both questions. 3. While Canadian schools generally limit the practice of holding a child back a grade, this practice exists, although no official policy is documented and the number of students held back is not tracked (Westbury 1994 ). 4. The survey sample was designed to be nationally representative. However, due to factors such as sample design, non-response and discrepancies between the characteristics of the sample and known totals for the target population (post-stratification), the data was weighted to correct for biases that may have ensued due to the different patterns by respondents (see Statistics Canada 2003b for details 
